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PER CURI AM

Prince Owell Uwaezuoke pl eaded guilty to bank fraud. In
his plea agreenent, Uwaezuoke waived his right to appeal any
sentence within the guideline range and below the statutory
maxi mum Hs twenty-seven nonth sentence satisfied both these
requirenents. Unaezuoke’s counsel has filed an appeal under

Anders v. California, 386 U S. 738 (1967), asserting that the

sentencing court erred in denying his motion for a downward
departure. Uwnaezuoke was informed of his right to file a
suppl emental brief but did not do so.

W review the validity of a defendant’s waiver of

appellate rights de novo. United States v. Marin, 961 F.2d 493,

496 (4th Cr. 1992). W conclude that Unaezuoke’ s wai ver is valid,

and his appeal is therefore neritless. See United States v.

Wggins, 905 F.2d 51, 53 (4th CGr. 1990). Accordingly, we affirm
Unaezuoke’ s convi ctions and sentence.

I n accordance with Anders, we have reviewed the entire
record in this case and find no other neritorious issues for
appeal . This court requires that counsel informhis client, in
witing, of his right to petition the Suprenme Court of the United
States for further review |If the client requests that a petition
be filed, but counsel believes that such a petition would be
frivolous, then counsel may nove in this court for |eave to

wi thdraw fromrepresentation. Counsel’s notion nust state that a



copy thereof was served on the client. We dispense with ora
argunment because the facts and |egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not

ai d the decisional process.

AFFI RVED



